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Abstract. Agile methodologies are adapted by growing number of software
organizations. Agile maturity (also called agility) assessment is a way to
ascertain the degree of this adoption and determine a course of action to improve
agile maturity. There are a number of agile maturity assessment surveys in order
to assess team or organization agility and many of them require no guidance.
However, the usability of these surveys are not widely studied. The purpose of
this study is to determine available agile maturity self-assessment surveys and
evaluate their strengths and weaknesses for agile maturity assessment. An
extensive case study is conducted to measure the sufficiency of 22 available
agile maturity self-assessment surveys according to the seven expected features:
comprehensiveness, fitness for purpose, discriminativeness, objectivity, con-
ciseness, generalizability, and suitability for multiple assessment. Our case study
results show that they do not satisfy all of the expected features fully but are
helpful in some degree based on the purpose of usage.
Keywords: Agility assessment  Agility surveys
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1 Introduction
As traditional development approaches did not produce the desired effects [1, 2] agile
approaches became popular [3] specifically in largely growing SMEs [4]. This popu-
larity has also increased the coverage and depth of agile methodologies in line with the
agile manifesto [5]. Today, there are different agile software development methods,
proposing different ways of achieving agile values and principles. The most popular
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agile software development methods are Extreme Programming [6], Scrum [7], Feature
Driven Development [8], Adaptive Software Development [9], Dynamic Software
Development Method [10], Crystal [11], Rational Unified Process [12], Kanban [13],
and Lean Software Development [14]. Each of these methods includes different
practices and techniques to increase the agile maturity (e.g. agility) of an organization.
Even though the underlying practices and techniques are quite different, all of these
methods focus on agile values and principles and organizations frequently utilize a
number of them to obtain desired benefits.
Proliferation of agile methods led to proliferation of assessment approaches for
measuring agility of organizations. Assessment approaches in agile adoption frame-
works [15–17] and agile maturity models [18–24] require expert judgement; therefore,
professional assessors must perform assessments. It can also take a substantial amount
of time depending on the size of the project or projects and detail level of the
assessment required. There are also self-assessment techniques that can be used by
teams or organization. It takes less time, it is cost effective and have the potential to
provide much needed feedback directly to the team. Hence, agile maturity self-
assessment surveys can play a crucial role for improving agile maturity. These self-
assessment models are frequently called surveys and they are in the form of checklists,
questionnaires, tests, or software tools.
In the existing literature, a limited number of surveys were examined in depth by
independent researchers. In existing comparisons, generally two surveys which are
Comparative Agility and Thoughtworks are discussed [25–28]. In addition, several
outdated agile maturity assessment surveys such as Thoughtworks Agile Assessment
survey [29] and Nokia Test [30] are compared. We have also compared a subset of
these models by means of a case study [31]. Nevertheless, there is no study that
examines all available surveys in a systematic way.
The purpose of our study presented in this paper is to extend our exploratory
evaluation study [31] to all the surveys available in the literature. Our previous work
has evaluated 8 self-assessment surveys while this paper includes results of 22 surveys.
This study aims to provide two significant contributions. First, based on the results
software organizations will be better equipped to be able to determine the most suitable
survey for their needs. Secondly, the results will also depict potential areas of
improvement. For this purpose, we applied all the surveys in a medium-sized software
company and systematically evaluate the surveys in terms of the expected features
identified in [31]: comprehensiveness, fitness for purpose, discriminativeness, objec-
tivity, conciseness, generalizability, and suitability for multiple assessment.
The rest of this paper is organized as follows: In Sect. 2, we provide a review of
literature. In Sect. 3, we describe the case study design and conduct. In Sect. 4, we
present findings obtained during the case study in detailed way. Finally, in Sect. 5, we
provide a conclusion and future work.
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2 Related Work
The interest in agile methods led researchers or organizations to develop agile
assessment approaches to assess and measure the adoption degree by evaluating a set of
practices with respect to these methods. Agile assessment approaches can be catego-
rized into three categories: (1) agile adoption frameworks, (2) agile maturity models,
(3) agile self-assessment surveys.
Agile adoption frameworks were developed to guide organizations in order to adopt
agile practices. Some of these frameworks [15–17] include assessment techniques as
well. Assessment approaches of the adoption frameworks usually rely on expertise and
cannot be performed quickly. As a result, as Jalali emphasizes that they are not used by
any organization or team except their creators [27].
Agile maturity models, also known as agile reference models are developed as
baselines for guiding agile transformation. Similar to process based assessment models
(e.g. CMMI (Capability Maturity Model Integrated) [32] and ISO/IEC 15504 [33]) they
are used for improving and assessing agility of organizations. Agile maturity models
developed based on these process assessment models are [18–24]. As Lappanen depicts
these models are not mature and require further work to be usable in practice [34]. The
latest and most complete model is AgilityMod [21]. It has been developed coherently
with agile values and principles, based on the meta-model of ISO/IEC 15504 process
assessment model and validated through a number of case studies.
Agile maturity self-assessment surveys, on the other hand, are used for assessing
the health of team or organization in specific time range [35]. So, there are many
surveys consisting of checklists, questionnaires and tests today such as Karlskrona
Test, Nokia Test, 42-Point Test, and Scrum Master Checklist [36]. They are also
attracted the attention of researchers who are interested in agility assessment. Chronis
analyzed 4 of the surveys which are SAFE Team, Comparative Agility, 42-Point Test,
and Thoughtworks [25]. The study concludes that they do not yield similar results and
a measurement tool which satisfies the needs of one team may not be suitable for other
teams. There is still work to be done in order to find a universal tool for measuring
agility. Leppanen in a different study states that the most significant problem of the
surveys is the predefined practice expectations and difficulty of adapting to various
agile software development methods [34]. Some of the surveys on the other hand try to
understand agility instead of measuring agility [37]. There are also studies focusing on
features related to automation of the surveys [38, 39].
In summary we can state that although there are a number of agility self-assessment
surveys and a few studies related with evaluation of surveys there are no studies in the
literature that evaluates all the available surveys systematically by means of a case
study in a software organization.
3 The Case Study
This section explains the design and conduct of the case study. Case study was selected
as a research method in order to observe the usability of existing agile maturity self-
assessment surveys. Case study enables us to examine a contemporary phenomenon
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within its real-life context [40]. Thus, it suits best in evaluating surveys for agility
assessment of software organizations.
In this study, there is one main research question having seven sub-questions
regarding the expected features of a survey (C1: Comprehensiveness, F: Fitness for
purpose, D: Discriminativeness, O: Objectivity, C2: Conciseness, G: Generalizability,
S: Suitability for multiple assessment).
RQ 1: To what extent do surveys cover the features that are identified in our
previous study [33]?
RQ 1.1: Do the surveys meet agile practices in AgilityMod? (C1)
RQ 1.2: Are the surveys fit for purpose? (F)
RQ 1.3: Are the surveys discriminative enough to determine the agility? (D)
RQ 1.4: Do the surveys have objective questions? (O)
RQ 1.5: Do the surveys have concise questions? (C2)
RQ 1.6: Can the survey be used for all kinds of agile methods? (G)
RQ 1.7: Are the surveys suitable for multiple assessment? (S)
3.1 Design of the Case Study
In the design of our case study, we adopted the following strategies:
Survey Selection Strategy
We planned to benefit from scientific papers and search engines in order to find agile
maturity self-assessment surveys. Therefore, IEEE, ScienceDirect, Web of Science and
Scopus were determined to find surveys in scientific papers. In addition to the scientific
papers, commercial surveys were also planned to be investigated. Two research key
sets which are {Agile Assessment, Agility Assessment} and {Survey, Test, Ques-
tionnaire} were determined to identify existing agile maturity self-assessment surveys.
The criterion for selection from those identified surveys is the availability of agile
maturity self-assessment surveys.
Case Selection Strategy
Our strategy was to select an organization having results about their agility assessment.
So, we planned to perform assessment on an organization in which assessors had
already assessed its agility. The reason for choosing such an organization was that we
were able to access to evidences about weaknesses and strengths of the organization
related to its agility. Therefore, an organization, which had already assessed by pro-
fessional assessors according to AgilityMod reference model would be selected. In
addition, we planned to select a different organization from the organization in our
previous exploratory case study.
Data Collection Strategy
In order to record data, we use a spreadsheet consisting of aspects and practices of
AgilityMod, a form consisting of 7 expected features and assessment reports. The
assessor having experience on agility assessment based on AgilityMod reference model
was expected to match each question with the practices in AgilityMod and fill the form
during the assessment. At the end of the assessment, the assessment report is obtained
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about the agility of the organization. We also planned to examine this assessment report
in terms of expected features.
Data Analysis Strategy
Our plan was firstly to write the number of questions for each practice after finishing
the assessment. Then, we aimed to calculate the number of covered practices according
to existence or absence of a question for each practice in order to determine compre-
hensiveness. The following table shows an example analysis about the determination of
comprehensiveness.
AgilityMod [21] has 4 aspects and 4 aspect attributes. The aspects are Exploration,
Construction, Transition and Management. The aspect attributes are Iterative, Simple,
Technically Excellent, and Learning. Each aspect and aspect attribute have certain
number of practices. There are totally 34 practices in AgilityMod. Therefore, Table 1
shows distribution of number of questions per practice and number of practices covered
by a survey with questions.
In order to find the objectivity and conciseness, we concentrated on distribution of
concise and objective questions in each practice. Then, we would determine objectivity
and conciseness of the survey according to number of “Largely Achieved”, and “Fully
Achieved” practices. The following formula shows how objectivity is calculated for
each survey.
Table 1. Example analysis for comprehensiveness.
Aspect 
OR
Aspect Attribute
Number of Question  per Practice Covered
/
Total
Exploration (E.A.) P1 P2 P3 P4 P5 P6 3/6
1 1 0 0 1 0
Construction (C.A.) P1 P2 P3 P4 2/4
1 2 0 0
Transition (T.A.) P1 P2 P3 P4 P5 P6 3/6
0 1 0 1 1 0
Management (M.A.) P1 P2 P3 P4 P5 P6 P7 P8 7/8
2 3 0 1 4 2 5 3
Iterative GP 2.1.1 GP 2.1.2 2/2
9 9
Simple GP 2.2.1 GP 2.2.2 2/2
2 2
Technically Excellent GP 3.1.1 GP 3.1.2 1/2
5 0
Learning GP 3.2.1 GP 3.2.2 GP 3.2.3 GP 3.2.4 2/4
8 0 1 0
Total Practice (over 34) 22/34
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Objectivity ¼ # of FAPracticesþ# of LAPracticesð Þ= # of Total Covered Practicesð Þ
Table 2 shows an example about the analysis of results in terms of objectivity.
The same formula is used for determining the conciseness of the surveys.
Conciseness ¼ # of FAPracticesþ# of LAPracticesð Þ= # of Total Covered Practicesð Þ
Table 3 shows an example about the analysis of the results in terms of conciseness.
In order to find sufficiency of other features, we decided to develop a case
description for each case. We would evaluate the case description and form including
seven features with content analysis. That is, we would match the findings with the
criteria, and then rate each criterion for a survey according to 4-point scale.
Validation Strategy
After performing assessment with each survey, we planned to prepare assessment
reports and discuss the results with an expert of both process improvement and agile
software development methodologies.
3.2 Conduct of the Case Study
According to literature review, 22 available self-assessment surveys shown in Table 4
were determined for main case study. Table 4 shows available agile maturity self-
assessment surveys with their name, owner, type, and number of questions they
include.
The organization that we selected for the case study is one of the leading media
companies in Turkey with its 17 million unique visitors on its various internet plat-
forms. An ongoing online video platform project including 9 software developers, 2
graphical user interface designers, 2 business intelligence analysts, 1 tester and 8
content providers was assessed according to AgilityMod reference model. The evi-
dence was collected from two project managers, a software team leader, and a graphical
Table 2. Example analysis for objectivity.
Rating FA LA PA NA Objectivity (Total) Objectivity (Percentage)
# of Practices 10 5 5 2 15/22 68.2
Table 3. Example analysis for conciseness.
Rating FA LA PA NA Objectivity (Total) Objectivity (Percentage)
# of Practices 18 4 0 0 22/22 100.0
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user interface designer via interviews. The assessment results based on AgilityMod
reference model showed that exploration and construction aspects of the organization
were in first levels while its transition and management aspects were not implemented.
During this study, agility assessment was performed again with each available
agility assessment survey in the light of assessment results and the evidence collected
from the organization. Since we reached 22 agility assessment surveys, we performed
22 different assessments with the same organization in different time periods.
As mentioned in data collection part, we took notes in a form according to seven
evaluation criteria and examined each question to match them with the practices in
AgilityMod. After finishing the assessment, we obtained an assessment result based on
related survey if the survey supports to generate assessment result.
Table 4. List of agile maturity self-assessment surveys.
Name Survey owner Type Number of
Questions/Items
42-Point Test [41] Kelly Waters Yes/No 42
Agile 3R Model of Maturity
Assessment [42]
PhaniThimmapuram 5 point likert scale 11
Agile Assessment [43] Piotr Nowinski Yes/No 66
Agile Karlskrona Test [44] Mark Seuffert Multiple Choice 11
Agile Maturity Self-assessment
[45]
Bryan Campbell
&Robbie Mac Iver
Multiple Choice (2
Option)
6
Agile Maturity Self-Assessment
Survey [46]
Eduardo Ribeiro Yes/No 26
Agile Team Evaluation [47] Eric Gunnerson Yes/No 17
AgileTest [48] ACM 5 point likert scale 14
Agility Questionnaire [49] Marcel Britsch 6 point likert scale 60
Borland Agile Assessment [50] Borland 7 point likert scale 12
Cargo Cult Agile Checklist [51] Stefan Wolpers Yes/No 25
Comparative Agility [52] Mike Cohn and Kenny
Rubin
5 point likert scale 65
Corporate Agile 10-point Checklist
[53]
Elena Yatzeck 5 point likert scale 10
Depth of Kanban [54] Christophe
Achouiantz
5 point likert scale 69
IBM’s Scaled Agile Framework ©
(SAFe™) Team Self-Assessment
[55]
IBM Yes/No, 5 point scale,
Multiple Choice, Open
Question
38
Maturity Assessment Model for
Scrum Teams [56]
MarmamulaPrashanth
Kumar
5 point likert scale 15
SAFe Team Self Assessment [57] Scaled Agile 5 point likert scale 25
Scrum Checklist [58] Henrik Kniberg 5 point likert scale 80
Scrum Master Checklist [59] Michael James 5 point likert scale 42
Scrum Self Assessment [60] Cape Project
Management
Yes/No 60
Team Barometer [61] Jimmy Janlén Yes/No 16
The Art of Agile [62] James Shore Yes/No 46
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We analyzed the forms, the spreadsheets, the assessment results, and case
descriptions as mentioned in data analysis part in case study design section. Then, we
rated each agility assessment surveys using the same rating approach [63] defined in
ISO/IEC 15504 in terms of each expected feature. After rating, the results were pre-
sented to an expert who has more than 10 years’ experience on process assessment and
2 years’ experience on agile software development.
3.3 Validity Threats
The survey-based assessments were performed by one of the authors of this paper. He
has assessment experience based on AgilityMod [21], CMMI [32] and ISO/IEC 15504
[33] since 2014. However, he had not taken active role on the previous assessment
process of the selected case based on AgilityMod reference model. Therefore, there
was a possibility to assess agility of the case incorrectly. In order to avoid this pos-
sibility, he examined the expert-based case study results and evidences in a detailed
way before starting the case study with each agile maturity survey. Since he has enough
experience on agility assessment process, it was easy to understand and adopt the
expert-based case study results. In addition, after performing survey-based assess-
ments, the results were discussed with an expert of both process improvement and agile
software development methodologies in order to eliminate any bias of the assessor. We
selected all possible agile maturity assessment surveys since our aim was a compre-
hensive evaluation. Although the evaluation is performed based a single case as the
properties are related with the surveys not with the case it is unlikely to find further
insight through replication. In terms of construct validity, which refers to the degree of
measuring what is expected to measure, we selected an organization having enough
number of indicators for agility assessment so that we can evaluate the measurement
capability of the surveys.
3.4 Limitations
This study is limited to the agile maturity self-assessment surveys published on the time
where the case study was performed. After that time, it is possible that new versions of
the surveys have been developed by their owners. In addition, new agile maturity self-
assessment could have been published during this study. However, we only take into
account the surveys obtained at the end of literature review.
4 Results
The assessment results obtained at the end of the case study for each agile maturity self-
assessment survey according to seven features are shown in the following Table 5.
Comprehensiveness
Assessment results show that there is no survey that can be called fully comprehensive.
In other words, the surveys do not focus on all agility aspects. Many of them con-
centrate on management aspects only and exploration, construction, and transition
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aspects are not well covered by the surveys. In addition, the surveys generally focus on
specific aspect attributes such as iterative and learning whereas they disregard the
attributes related to simplicity and technically excellence. There are four surveys that
we call largely comprehensive. These surveys are Comparative Agility, Scrum Self-
Assessment, Scrum Checklist, and Agile Assessment. While Comparative Agility and
Agile Assessment include Likert type questions, Scrum Self-Assessment and Scrum
Checklist include true/false questions. They include sufficient number of questions for
more practices when compared to others. Team Barometer is the least comprehensive
survey as most of the questions focus on same practice that is “support collaborative
work and shared responsibility” of the learning aspect.
Table 5. Case study results.
Survey/Criteria
Legend
FA: Fully achieved
LA: Largely achieved
PA: Partially achieved
NA: Not achieved
Comprehensiveness Fitness
for
purpose
Discriminativeness Objectivity Conciseness Generalizability Suitability
for
multiple
assessment
42-Point Test [41] PA PA PA FA LA FA LA
Agile 3R Model of
Maturity Assessment [42]
PA PA LA PA LA FA FA
Agile Assessment [43] LA PA LA LA LA FA FA
Agile Karlskrona Test
[44]
PA PA LA FA FA FA NA
Agile Maturity Self-
assessment [45]
PA PA LA PA PA FA NA
Agile Maturity Self-
Assessment Survey [46]
PA PA NA PA FA FA NA
Agile Team Evaluation
[47]
PA PA NA PA LA FA NA
AgileTest [48] PA PA NA LA FA FA NA
Agility Questionnaire
[49]
PA PA LA LA LA FA NA
Borland Agile
Assessment [50]
PA PA NA PA LA FA NA
Cargo Cult Agile
Checklist [51]
PA PA LA FA LA PA NA
Comparative Agility [52] LA LA LA LA FA FA NA
Corporate Agile 10-point
Checklist [53]
PA NA NA PA NA FA NA
Depth of Kanban [54] PA LA FA FA FA PA NA
IBM’s Scaled Agile
Framework © (SAFe™)
Team Self-Assessment
[55]
PA PA PA LA NA FA FA
Maturity Assessment
Model for Scrum Teams
[56]
PA PA LA PA LA FA FA
SAFe Team Self
Assessment [57]
PA PA PA LA PA FA NA
Scrum Checklist [58] LA PA NA FA FA PA NA
Scrum Master Checklist
[59]
PA PA NA LA PA PA NA
Scrum Self Assessment
[60]
LA PA LA FA FA PA NA
Team Barometer [61] NA PA PA NA NA FA FA
The Art of Agile [62] PA LA FA LA PA PA NA
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Fitness for Purpose
Even though the surveys claim that they are developed with the aim of assessing agility
of a team or an organization, there is no survey that meets fully the feature “fitness for
purpose”. They do not generate assessment results that include the improvement
opportunities and suggestions. The purpose of the assessment is to guide the organi-
zation for continuous improvement as well as identifying problems. Almost all of the
surveys focus to identify problems only. Therefore, many of the surveys are partly
suitable for assessment purpose. There are only three surveys that largely achieve
fitness for purpose. While The Art of Agile does not give the details about the
improvement opportunities, Comparative Agility and The Depth of Kanban do not
provide improvement suggestions to increase the agility level of the organization. The
common positive property of these three surveys is to support reporting of the
assessment. Corporate Agile 10-point Checklist does not meet the feature “fitness for
purpose” at least partially. It does not include assessable items or questions. Further-
more, it does not support showing any improvement opportunity or improvement
suggestion.
Discriminativeness
Assessment results show that Depth of Kanban and The Art of Agile surveys achieve
discriminativeness fully. In these surveys, there are defined agility levels that show the
agility degree of an organization based on the specific scoring range. Both surveys
include four agility levels. In The Art of Agile, three of them are defined with colors:
Red, Yellow, Green while one of them indicating 100 percent agile is not defined with
any color since color also shows risk level of the organization. In Depth of Kanban, the
level names are different. These levels are “Necessary for Sustainable Improvements”,
“Improving Sustainably”, “Excellence” and “Lean”. All of these are indicated with
colors in radar chart. In addition, both survey results include areas or features that yield
more specific results about the agility of the organization. In Depth of Kanban, these
are related to 7 properties of Kanban: Visualize Effects, Improve, Feedback Loops,
Explicit Policies, Manage Flow and Limit WIP. In The Art of Agile, these are based on
phases of Extreme Programming: Thinking, Collaborating, Releasing, Planning, and
Developing. There are also some practices to increase the agility in both surveys. Apart
from these surveys, less than half of the surveys are largely discriminative. Compar-
ative Agility, Agile Karlskrona Test, Agile Maturity Self-Assessment, Cargo Cult
Agile Checklist, Agile 3R Model of Maturity Assessment, Maturity Assessment Model
for Scrum Teams, Scrum Self-Assessment, Agility Questionnaire, and Agile Assess-
ment are achieved largely in terms of discriminativeness. They do not include either
agility level for the organization or scoring for areas/aspects of agility. The remaining
are either partially achieved or not achieved. The general reason of not meeting dis-
criminativeness fully is the missing comprehensive assessment methods in the surveys.
Objectivity
Approximately quarter of the surveys, include measurable questions that lead to
objectivity: 42-Point Test, Agile Karlskrona Test, Cargo Cult Agile Checklist, Depth of
Kanban, Scrum Self-Assessment, Scrum Checklist. The scaling type of most of these
surveys is true/false. They are generally checklists or marked as true or false. Only
Agile Karlskrona Test has multiple-choice questions. From other surveys, Comparative
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Agility, Scrum Master Checklist, The Art of Agile, Agility Questionnaire, SAFe Team
Self-Assessment, IBM’s Scaled Agile Framework © (SAFe™) Team Self-Assessment,
Agile Test, Agile Assessment are largely objective. Many of them include questions
that are subjective such as “the team is more productive” or “the team produces higher
quality products”. Other surveys except Team Barometer are partially objective. They
use words leading to subjective answers such as “good”, “better”, and “well”. Team
Barometer does not include sufficient questions related to practices that it covers in
term of objectivity since it focuses on the ideas of team members about their team’s
agility.
Conciseness
There are eight surveys that meet conciseness fully. These surveys are Comparative
Agility, Agile Karlskrona Test, Depth of Kanban, Scrum Self-Assessment, Scrum
Checklist, Agile Maturity Self-Assessment Survey, Agile Test, and Agile Assessment.
They are asking one-question at a time. In addition, the lengths of the questions are
short enough to be easily comprehended. While 42-Point Test, Borland, Cargo Cult
Agile Checklist, Agile 3R Model of Maturity Assessment, Maturity Assessment Model
for Scrum Teams, Team Agile Evaluation, Agility Questionnaire, and SAFe Team Self-
Assessment are achieved largely in terms of conciseness, Agile Maturity Self-
Assessment, Scrum Master Checklist, The Art of Agile are partially achieved. Most of
these include questions that ask two different things at once. An example from 42-Point
Test is the item “Software is tested and working at the end of each sprint/iteration.”
Testing software and delivering working software are two different things that need to
be considered separately. The other example is “Team members trust each other and are
motivated to deliver sprint deliverables” from Agile 3R Model of Maturity Assessment.
Trusting each other and being motivating are two different things. Their general
property is that they are asked at once with a conjunction such as and, but etc. The
remaining three surveys which are Team Barometer, IBM’s Scaled Agile Framework ©
(SAFe™) Team Self-Assessment and Corporate Agile 10-point Checklist have not
achieved conciseness even partially. They usually include more than one question for
each item.
Generalizability
Most of the surveys focus on generic methods rather than focusing on one specific
method. Apart from six surveys that are partially generalizable, others are suitable for
assessment in the context of variety of agile methodologies. From the surveys, six of
them focus on only one agile software development method. These surveys are Cargo
Cult Agile Checklist, Depth of Kanban, Scrum Master Checklist, Scrum Self-
Assessment, The Art of Agile, and Scrum Checklist. That is, they are not generalizable
to all agile software development methodologies. Four of them, which are Cargo Cult
Agile Checklist, Scrum Master Checklist, Scrum Self-Assessment, and Scrum
Checklist, are based on Scrum, while Depth of Kanban is based on Kanban and The Art
of Agile is based on Extreme Programming. In other words, these surveys are devel-
oped to be compatible with only one specific agile software development method. They
are partially applicable to other methods since all agile software development
methodologies share same principles.
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Suitability for Multiple Assessment
Five of the surveys are fully suitable for multiple assessment. That is, they give each
member a chance to rate each item. According to ratings of each team member, average
rating value is determined for each item. Then, this value is used in determining the
agility of the organization for the specific area. In addition, the analysis of multiple
assessment is performed and depicted in detail in the assessment result. The fully
achieved surveys are Team Barometer, Agile 3R Model of Maturity Assessment,
Maturity Assessment Model for Scrum Teams, IBM’s Scaled Agile Framework ©
(SAFe™) Team Self-Assessment, and Agile Assessment. 42-Point Test survey is lar-
gely suitable for multiple assessment. It allows each team member of an agile team to
fill the survey and it gives superficial information about the result. However, it is not
possible to get detailed analysis from the survey. Other surveys do not support multiple
assessment. They are suitable for single agility assessment. In other words, only one
person can perform self-assessment. with most of the surveys.
5 Conclusion
In this study, twenty-two available agile maturity self-assessment surveys are evaluated
by means of a case study in terms of Comprehensiveness, Fitness for Purpose, Dis-
criminativeness, Objectivity, Conciseness, Generalizability, and Suitability for Multiple
Assessment. The case study results support the results of our previous study in the way
that none of the agile maturity self-assessment surveys has fully satisfied the expected
features. We found that, comprehensiveness, and fitness for purpose are the most
problematic features that are not fully achieved by any of the surveys. While four
surveys are largely comprehensive, three surveys are largely fit for the purpose. Only
Comparative Agility meets largely both features. We also found that there are a number
of surveys that are generic enough to be used by a variety of agile methodologies and
there are also some surveys that enable multiple assessment.
From twenty-two surveys, Comparative Agility and Agile Assessment had six
features which are largely or fully achieved. However, both surveys also have sig-
nificant improvement opportunities. Comparative Agility meets only two features,
which are conciseness and generalizability completely. This survey is largely com-
prehensive, fit for the purpose, discriminative, and objective. Nevertheless, it need to
focus on more practices, establish ways to suggest practices for improvement, should
have agility level definitions and more measurable questions. In addition, it needs to be
improved to support multiple assessments. Like Comparative Agility, Agile Assess-
ment also has significant improvement opportunities. Especially, it has serious defi-
ciencies about fitness for purpose.
When all surveys are examined, it is seen that almost all of them have at least one
fully achieved feature depicting how this feature can be implemented. For example,
IBM’s Scaled Agile Framework © (SAFe™) Team Self-Assessment is a good example
for multiple assessment. Or some surveys can be used by organizations who adopt
specific agile methodology. For example, while Depth of Kanban is more useful for
organizations implementing Kanban, Scrum Self-Assessment is more useful for
organizations implementing Scrum when compared to others. Comparative Agility is
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suitable for organizations to measure their agility from generic perspective. In other
words, organizations can select the most suitable survey according to their priorities
based on the results of this study. Organizations should consider that each survey has
certain limitations even though they have some good features.
As a further research, we are planning to increase the number of case studies. In
addition, we are planning to measure the effects of self-assessment surveys on success
of organization’s agility by using some of them repetitively over a long term period.
We hope this study will establish a baseline for improving the usability of available
surveys and lead to the development of new surveys.
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